STATE OF W SCONSI N
BEFORE THE W SCONSI N EMPLOYMENT RELATI ONS COWM SSI ON

NORTHWEST UNI TED EDUCATCRS,

Conpl ai nant, Case 31
: No. 46214 MP-2516

vs. : Deci sion No. 27215-D
ST. CRO X FALLS SCHOOL DI STRICT, :

Respondent .

Appear ances:
Ms. Chris Galinat, Associate Counsel, and M. Anthony L. Sheehan, Staff
Weld, RTley, Prenn & Ricci, S.C., Attorneys at Law, 715 South Bar st ow,

ORDER AFFI RM NG EXAM NER S FI NDI NGS CF FACT,
CONCLUSI ONS CF LAW AND ORDER

On January 19, 1993, Examiner Coleen A Burns issued Findings of Fact,
Concl usions of Law and Order 3/ in the above natter wherein she concluded that
Respondent had committed prohibited practices wthin the neaning of
Secs. 111.70(3)(a)4 and 1, Stats. by altering the status quo as to sick |eave
benefits during a contract hiatus. |n her decision, she also dismssed alleged
prohi bited practices related to creation of a new secretarial position and
reassi gnment of duties.

Respondent tinmely filed a petition with the Wsconsin Enploynent
Rel ati ons Conm ssion pursuant to Secs. 111.70(4)(a) and 111.07(5), Stats.
seeking review of the Examiner's determination that Respondent had commtted
prohi bited practices. The parties thereafter filed witten argunment, the |ast
of which was received May 4, 1993.

Having reviewed the record, the Examiner's decision and the parties'
positions on review, the Conm ssion nakes and i ssues the follow ng

ORDER 2/

The Examiner's Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Oder are
af firnmed.

G ven under our hands and seal at the Gty of
Madi son, Wsconsin this 27th day of July, 1993.

W SCONSI N EMPLOYMENT RELATI ONS COWM SSI ON

By A Henry Henpe /s/
A. Henry Henpe, Chalirperson

Her man Torosi an /s/
Her man Tor osi an, Conm Ssi oner

3/ On January 25, 1993, Exami ner Burns issued Corrected Findings of Fact,
Conclusions of Law and Oder to rectify a printing error in her
Concl usi on of Law 7.
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WIlliamK. Strycker /s/
WIilia Strycker, Comm ssioner

2/

Pursuant to Sec. 227.48(2), Stats., the Comm ssion hereby notifies the
parties that a petition for rehearing may be filed with the Commi ssion by
followi ng the procedures set forth in Sec. 227.49 and that a petition for
judicial review namng the Commi ssion as Respondent, may be filed by
followi ng the procedures set forth in Sec. 227.53, Stats.

227.49 Petitions for rehearing in contested cases. (1) A petition for
rehearing shall not be prerequisite for appeal or review Any person
aggrieved by a final order may, within 20 days after service of the
order, file a witten petition for rehearing which shall specify in
detail the grounds for the relief sought and supporting authorities. An
agency may order a rehearing on its own motion within 20 days after
service of a final order. This subsection does not apply to s.
17.025(3) (e). No agency is required to conduct nore than one rehearing
based on a petition for rehearing filed under this subsection in any
cont est ed case.

227.53 Parties and proceedings for review (1) Except as otherw se
specifically provided by law, any person aggrieved by a decision
specified in s. 227.52 shall be entitled to judicial review thereof as
provided in this chapter.

(a) Proceedings for review shall be instituted by serving a
petition therefore personally or by certified nmail upon the agency or one
of its officials, and filing the petition in the office of the clerk of
the circuit court for the county where the judicial review proceedings
are to be held. Unless a rehearing is requested under s. 227.49,
petitions for review under this paragraph shall be served and filed
within 30 days after the service of the decision of the agency upon all
parties under s. 227.48.

(Footnote 2/ continues on the next page.)
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(Footnote 2/ continues fromthe previous page.)

Not e:

If a rehearing is requested under s. 227.49, any party desiring judicial
review shall serve and file a petition for review within 30 days after
service of the order finally disposing of the application for rehearing,
or within 30 days after the final disposition by operation of |aw of any
such application for rehearing. The 30-day period for serving and filing
a petition under this paragraph commences on the day after personal
service or mailing of the decision by the agency. |If the petitioner is a
resident, the proceedings shall be held in the circuit court for the
county where the petitioner resides, except that if the petitioner is an
agency, the proceedings shall be in the circuit court for the county
where the respondent resides and except as provided in ss. 77.59(6)(b),
182.70(6) and 182.71(5)(Q). The proceedings shall be in the circuit
court for Dane county if the petitioner is a nonresident. |If all parties
stipulate and the court to which the parties desire to transfer the
proceedi ngs agrees, the proceedings may be held in the county designated
by the parties. [If 2 or nore petitions for review of the same decision
are filed in different counties, the circuit judge for the county in
which a petition for review of the decision was first filed shall
determine the venue for judicial review of the decision, and shall order
transfer or consolidati on where appropriate.

(b) The petition shall state the nature of the petitioner's
interest, the facts showing that petitioner is a person aggrieved by the
decision, and the grounds specified in s. 227.57 upon which petitioner
contends that the decision should be reversed or nodified.

(c) Copies of the petition shall be served, personally or by

certified mail, or, when service is tinely admtted in witing, by first
class mail, not later than 30 days after the institution of the
proceeding, upon all parties who appeared before the agency in the

proceeding in which the order sought to be reviewed was nade.

For purposes of the above-noted statutory tine-limts, the date of

Conmi ssion service of this decision is the date it is placed in the mail (in
this case the date appearing inmediately above the signatures); the date of
filing of a rehearing petition is the date of actual receipt by the Conm ssion;

and

the service date of a judicial review petition is the date of actual

recei pt by the Court and placenent in the mail to the Conmi ssion.

SAINT CRO X FALLS SCHOOL DI STRI CT

MEMORANDUM ACCOVPANYI NG ORDER AFFI RM NG EXAM NER S
FI NDI NGS OF FACT, CONCLUSI ONS OF LAW AND ORDER

The Pl eadi ngs

The initial conplaint filed by Conplainant Northwest United Educators

alleged that Respondent St. Coix Falls School District had comitted
prohi bited practices within the neaning of Sec. 111.70(3)(a)l, 3 and 4, Stats.,
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by wunilaterally changing the hours and conpensation of clerical enployes
represented by Conpl ai nant. The conplaint was subsequently anmended to allege
Respondent had violated Secs. 111.70(3)(a)l, 3 and 4, Stats., by unilaterally
changi ng condi ti ons of enploynent of bargaining unit enpl oyes.

Respondent filed answers denying that it had conmtted any of the all eged
prohi bited practices and also noved that the allegations raised by the anmended
conpl aint should be deferred to grievance arbitration.

The Exam ner's Deci sion

In Decision No. 27215-A (Burns, 9/92), the Exam ner denied Respondent's
deferral motion concluding deferral was not appropriate because no contractual
grievance arbitration existed at the tine of the alleged unilateral change and
Conpl ai nant had not otherw se agreed to proceed to grievance arbitration.

In Decision No. 27215-B (Burns, 1/93), the Exam ner concluded that
Respondent inproperly nodified the status quo as to sick |eave when it began
requiring enployes to use sick leave in hal f-day increnents. She reasoned:

The neno of January 2, 1992 was issued during a
hi at us period between coll ective bargai ning agreenents.
As di scussed above, during such a hiatus period, and
absent a valid defense, an enployer's unilateral change
in the status quo on matters which primarily relate to
wages, hours, or conditions of enploynment is a per se
violation of Sec. 111.70(3)(a)4, Stats. The Commi ssion
has recogni zed necessity to be a valid defense to the
all egation that an enployer has violated its statutory
duty to bargain. 4/ The Comm ssion has al so recogni zed
the defense of waiver. It is well established,
however, that a waiver of the right to bargain on
mandat ory subjects of bargaining nust be clear and
unm st akabl e, and that a finding of such waiver nust be
based on specific language in the agreenent or
bar gai ning history. 5/

Sick leave is prinarily related to wages, hours
and conditions of enploynent and, thus, is a nandatory
subj ect of bargaining. 6/ The undersigned is persuaded
that the decision to require bargaining unit enployes
to use sick leave in one-half day minimuns is primarily
related to the wages, hours and working conditions of
Conpl ai nant's bargaining unit enployes and, therefore,
is a mandatory subject of bargaining. Thus, absent a
valid defense, the District did have the statutory
obligation to maintain the status quo on the sick | eave
policy during the contract hiatus period.

The Commission has found that the binding
interest arbitration provisions of Sec. 111.70(4)(cnm,

4/ School District of Turtle Lake, Dec. No. 24686- A
(Bielarczyk, 2/88); Geen County, Dec. No.
20308-B (WERC, 11/84); and Cty of Brookfield,
Dec. No. 19822-C (VERC, 11/84).

5/City of Appleton (Police Departnment), Dec. No. 14615-C
(VERC, 1/78).

6/ Sauk County, Dec. No. 17657-C (McGlligan, 3/81).
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Stats., nake inappropriate an application of the
private sector inpasse defense principles to disputes
subject to the statutory interest arbitration process
and has concluded that, in negotiations subject to
conpul sory final and binding interest arbitration under
Sec. 111.70(4)(cn), Stats., inpasse, however defined,
is not a valid defense to a unilateral change in a
mandat ory subject of bargaining. 7/ The sick |eave
change occurred during the contract hiatus period and
imedi ately prior to the tinme that the parties
conmenced negotiation on the successor agreenent.
Thus, the dispute over the sick |eave change was
subject to the interest arbitration procedure. Despite
the District's argunent to the contrary, the defense of
i npasse is not available to the District in the present
case.

Having concluded that there was a duty to
mai ntain the status quo on the sick leave policy, it
becomes necessary to identify the status quo. As
di scussed above, when determining the status quo w thin
the context of a contract hiatus period, the Conm ssion
consi ders rel evant |anguage from the expired contract,
as historically applied, or as clarified by bargaining
hi story.

In the present case, the expired agreenent is
the parties' initial agr eenent, the ternms and
conditions of which were determined by an interest
arbitration award which was issued on Novenber 4, 1991

Since this initial agrement was, by its terns,
effective from February 14, 1989 through June 30, 1991
and there was no agreenent to extend the term of the
initial agreenent, the agreenment was expired at the
time that the parties received the interest arbitration
award. There is, therefore, no evidence of historica
application of the contract |anguage.

As the District argues, the expired initia
col l ective bargaining agreenent contains a Managenent
Ri ghts O ause which provides the District with various
rights to manage school operations, including the right
to establish reasonable work rules. The expired
collective bargaining agreenent also contains the
fol | owi ng:

This Agreement, reached as a result of
col l ective bargai ning, represents the ful

and conpl ete agr eenent bet ween t he
parties, and supersedes all pr evi ous
agreenments between the parties. Any

suppl enental anendnents to this Agreenent
or past practices shall not be binding on
either party unless executed in witing by
the parties hereto. Wi ver or any breach
of this Agreenent by either party shal
not constitute a waiver of any future
breach of this Agreenent.

7/Cty of Brookfield, Dec. No. 19822-C (WERC, 11/84).
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Assuming arguendo, that the change in the sick
| eave policy is a work rule, it is well established

that a work rule which primarily relates to nandatory
subjects of bargaining is a nandatory subject of
bargai ning. 8/ Contrary to the argument of the
District, neither the | anguage of the Managenment Rights
Cl ause, nor any other |anguage of the expired initial
agreenent, served as a waiver of NUE's right to bargain
changes in the sick leave policy during the contract
hiatus period which followed the expiration of the
initial agreement. Nor did the |anguage of the expired
initial agreenent create a dynam c status quo such that
the District had the right to unilaterally change the
sick leave policy during the contract hiatus period
whi ch followed the expiration of the initial collective
bar gai ni ng agr eenent.

The sick |eave | anguage contained in the expired
initial collective bargaining agreement does not
mandate that sick leave be used in increnents of one
hour, nor does it mandate that sick |eave be used in
m ni mrums of one-half day. Rather, the sick |eave
| anguage is silent with respect to this aspect of sick
| eave usage.

At the time that the parties negotiated the
initial collective bargaining agreenment, Conplainant's
bargaining unit nmenbers were pernmtted to use sick

| eave in hour increnents. |f an enploye becane ill at
work and left work early, the enploye was charged only
for the tinme |ost. The record does not denonstrate

that, at the tine that the parties negotiated the sick
| eave |anguage contained in the initial collective
bargai ning agreenent, the District advised NUE that it
woul d adm ni ster the contractual sick |eave in a manner
which differed from the existing practice. Nor is it
evident that, prior to the issuance of the January 2,
1992 meno, the District did adnminister the sick |eave
in a manner which was inconsistent with the prior
practi ce.

The Examiner is satisfied that, on January 2,
1992, the status quo on sick |eave usage was that
enpl oyes were entitled to use sick leave in one hour
increments and that, if an enploye becane ill at work,
the enploye was charged only for the tinme lost from
wor k. The Examiner is further satisfied that the
District Administrator's meno of January 2, 1992, which
stated that "All |eave requests will be granted in one-
hal f day mninuns" unilaterally changed the status quo
with respect to the use of sick |eave. 9/

In raising the business necessity defense, the
District argues that the change in the sick |eave

8/City of Wauwat osa, Dec. No. 15917 (WERC, 11/77).

9/ The District acknow edges, in its reply brief, that since
the date of the issuance of the January 2, 1992
nmenmo, NUE bargaining unit nenbers have been
charged sick leave in one-half day increnents.
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policy was necessary to obtain wuniform contract
adm ni stration. The record, however, indicates that,
prior to the change in the sick |eave policy, there was

uni form adm ni stration of the sick |eave policy, i.e.,
enpl oyes were entitled to use sick |leave in one hour
increnents and, if an enploye becane ill at work, the

enpl oye was charged only for the tinme lost. 10/ \Wile
it my be that the change in the sick |eave usage
policy made it easier for the District's Bookkeeper to
record sick |eave usage, the ease of recording sick
leave is not a "necessity" which justifies the
District's unilateral change of the sick |eave policy.

Despite the District's argunment to the contrary, the
record does not establish a wvalid defense of
"necessity".

At hearing, the District Administrator confirmed
that he never consulted with any NUE Representative
prior to issuing the January 2, 1992 neno. 11/ Wthin
two weeks after the issuance of the neno of January 2,
1992, the parties met to exchange initial proposals on
the agreenent to succeed the expired initial agreenent.
As the District argues, the initial proposal s
presented by NUE do not address any aspect of sick
| eave. Nor is it evident that either NUE, or the
District, nade a bargaining proposal on any aspect of
sick leave during the tine that the parties negotiated
a successor agreement. 12/

Wai ver by inaction has been recognized as a
valid defense to alleged refusals to bargain, including
alleged wunilateral changes in a nandatory subject,
except where either the unilateral change anmounts to a
fait acconpli or the circunstances otherw se indicate
that the request to bargain would have been a futile

gesture. 13/ The Exami ner is persuaded that, in the
present case, the District's unilateral change in the
sick leave policy was a fait acconpli. Despite the

District's assertions to the contrary, NUE did not have
a duty to bargain the nmmintenance of the status quo.
14/

10/ T.
11/T.

12/ At

at 21-22.
at 26.

the time of hearing, the parties had submtted final
offers on the terms and conditions to be
included in this successor agreenent and were
awaiting the interest arbitration award on the
successor agreenent.

13/City of Appleton, Dec. No. 17034-C (McCrary, 1/80); G een

Bay School District, Dec. No. 16753-A (Yaeger,
12/79); Walworth  County, Dec. No. 15429-A,
15430-A (G atz, 12/78).

14/ Menononee Falls School District, Dec. No. 20499-B (VERC,

107 85) .
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In hi s letter of Mar ch 5, 1992, NUE
Representative Manson indicated that, during the
previous two nmonths, the District and NUE had vari ous
communications on a variety of subjects, including
"Leave Requests". The comunications referred to in
Manson's letter are "your meno of January 2, 1992" and
"dialogue at the bargaining table on January 14 and
February 6". The record does not establish the content
of the "dialogue at the bargaining table". The record
fails to establish that, during the negotiation of the
successor agreement, NUE has waived its statutory duty
to bargain over the change in the sick |eave policy or
that the District has conplied with its statutory duty
to bargain over the change in the sick | eave policy.

In summary, the Examiner is satisfied that, when
the District issued the meno of January 2, 1992, the
District, without a valid defense, unilaterally changed
a mandatory subject of bargaining. Accordingly, the
Exam ner has concluded that the District has violated
Sec. 111.70(3)(a)4, Stats.

By violating Sec. 111.70(3)(a)4, Stats., the
District has commtted a derivative violation of
Sec. 111.70(3)(a)l, Stats. The record, however, does
not establish that the District's conduct in
unilaterally changing the sick | eave policy resulted in
an independent violation of Sec. 111.70(3)(a)l, Stats.
Nor does the record establish that this conduct of the
District vi ol at ed Sec. 111.70(3)(a)2 or
Sec. 111.70(3)(a)3, Stats. In renmedy of the District's
unl awful wunilateral change in the sick |eave policy,
the Exam ner has issued a cease and desist order, has
ordered the District to return to the status quo ante,
and has ordered the District to nake enployes whole for
all sick leave lost as a result of the unlaw ul
uni | ateral change. Additionally, the Exam ner has
ordered the District to post the appropriate notice.

As to Conplainant's contention that Respondent had violated its duty to
bargain by altering clerical work assignments, the Exam ner contended that
Respondent's decision to reassign duties to a new position was a permssive
subject of bargaining as to which Respondent had no duty to bargain. She
further determned that Respondent's reassignnent was not violative of
Secs. 111.70(3)(a)l, 2 or 3, Stats.

DI SCUSSI ON

On review, Respondent initially argues that the Examiner erred by failing
to defer the sick leave issue to grievance arbitration. It asserts that: (1)
the parties have utilized grievance arbitration to resolve other disputes which
have arisen during the current contract hiatus; (2) the contract clearly
addresses the Respondent's right to alter sick leave policies; and (3) the
di spute does not involve inportant issues of law or policy. Thus, Respondent
contends that the conditions necessary for deferral under existing Conm ssion
precedent are present herein.

Conpl ai nant asserts the Examiner properly refused to defer the sick |eave
dispute to arbitration inasmuch as no contractual grievance arbitration
procedure existed at the tine of the sick | eave policy change.

We have affirned the Examner's refusal to defer the sick |eave dispute.
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She correctly concluded that deferral is inappropriate where no contractual
grievance arbitration procedure existed at the time of the sick |eave change
and Conpl ai nant had not otherw se agreed to submit this contract hiatus dispute
to grievance arbitration.

As reveal ed by Respondent's extensive discussion of Conm ssion deferral
policy, an essential prenmse underlying the propriety of deferral is allow ng
di sputes to be resolved in a forum the parties have agreed should serve that
function. 15/ Here, because no collective bargaining agreement was in effect
at the time of the sick leave change, there was no generally available
arbitration forum Nor had the parties generally agreed to resolve hiatus
di sputes through arbitration. Lastly, Conplainant has not agreed to resolve
this specific dispute through arbitration. Absent agreement by the parties to
an arbitration process, there is nothing to which the dispute can be deferred.
Thus, even assuming arguendo deferral would otherwi se be appropriate, it is
not an avail abl e option.

Turning to the nerits of the dispute, Respondent argues that its status
quo rights are defined by the Mnagement R ghts provisions of the expired
contract (specifically, Article IV, 4 and 8) which give Respondent the right to
i mpl erent "policies" and "reasonabl e work rules". Respondent contends that the
Managenent Rights clause constitutes an express waiver by Conplainant of the
right to bargain over reasonable work rul es Respondent nmay establish, including

the restriction on sick |eave usage. Under the dynamic status quo, the
Respondent asserts that during a contract hiatus, it is able to exercise the
rights it "bought" at the bargaining table. Respondent argues that the

Exami ner's decision renders meani ngl ess Respondent's negotiated right to adopt
reasonabl e work rul es and policies.

Conpl ai nant asserts the Examiner correctly concluded the Respondent
breached the status when it changed the mninmum sick |eave increnent from
one hour to one-hal fg_cray Conpl ai nant argues the Managenent Rights clause is
too broad to constitute a clear and unmi st akabl e wai ver and asserts there is no
bargai ni ng history which supports the Respondent's interpretation. Conpl ai nant
contends that under the District's logic, any substantive change in a nandatory
subj ect of bargaining could be acconplished through new enpl oyer rules. The
Conpl ai nant argues such a result is inconsistent with an enpl oyer's bargaining
obl i gati ons under the Minicipal Enploynment Relations Act.

Both parties correctly view the status quo as a dynam c concept defined
by the | anguage of the expired agreenent, the manner in which the |anguage has
been inplenented, and any bargaining history related to the |anguage. 16/ W
turn to the task of applying these conponents to the record before us.

The sick | eave | anguage fromthe expired 1989-1991 contract (Article Xl II
- Leave of Absence) does not specify the increments of tinme in which sick | eave
can be wutilized. However, the practice under the |anguage prior to the
Respondent' s di sputed change was to allow sick |leave to be utilized in one hour

15/ See M| waukee El ks, Dec. No. 7753 (WERC, 10/66).

16/ Al t hough both parties have also argued this case in terns of a clear and
unm st akabl e wai ver anal ysis, such an analysis is not particularly apt in
a status quo case. A waiver analysis is nore appropriately applied to
the duty to bargain disputes which arise during the termof a contract.
See Brown County, Dec. No. 20620 (WERC, 5/83); Gty of Appleton, Dec.
No. 14615-C (WERC, 1/78). |In status quo cases, the status quo is defi ned
by |anguage, practice and bargaining history and then neasured agai nst
the enployer's conduct. See Racine Unified School District, Dec. Nos.
26816-C, 26817-C (WERC, 3/93); Mayville School District, Dec. No. 25144-D
(VERC, 5/92).
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increments or, if the enploye becanme ill during the workday, sick |eave usage
was neasured by actual 1lost work tine. The record contains no bargaining
history as to the sick | eave increnent question.

G ven the foregoing, we conclude that under the sick |eave |anguage of
the contract, and the parties' sick |eave practice, enployes had a contractual
right to use sick leave in accordance with existing practice. Because sick
| eave benefits are a mandatory subject of bargaining, this contractual right
becane a status quo right when the contract expired.

However, the Respondent asserts that the "policies" and "reasonabl e work
rul e" | anguage in the Managenent Rights clause gives it the right to change the
sick leave increment and the dynamic status quo allows it to exercise that
right during a contract hiatus. If we were persuaded that the Managenent
Rights clause authorized the increnent change, Respondents' |egal analysis
woul d be correct. The status quo clearly can authorize change. However, we do
not find Respondent's interpretation of the Managenent Rights clause |anguage
per suasi ve.

The Respondent's contractual rights to enact "policies" and establish
"reasonable work rules" are contractually limted elsewhere in Article IV "by
specific and express ternms of this Agreenent”. Thus, assum ng arguendo that
the District Administrator's January 2, 1992 neno was an exercise of "policy"
or "work rule" creation and further assuming that the nenmb as it relates to
sick | eave usage was "reasonable", the policy or work rule cannot conflict with
or negate rights otherwise established by the contract. Here, we have
concl uded that enployes had a contractual right to use sick |eave in accordance
with the practice which existed prior to the January 2, 1992 neno. Thus, to
the extent any exercise of Article IV policy or work rule rights negates
enpl oyes' contractual sick leave rights, such an exercise exceeds the
Respondent's Article |V rights and therefore cannot be a valid basis for
altering the status quo. Gven the foregoing, we reject the Respondent's
Managenent Ri ghts clause-based argunent.

Lastly, we turn to Respondent's argunent that the sick |eave increnent

change was not a fait acconpli, but rather a matter as to which Respondent was
willing to bargain.
The Exami ner's conclusion that the change was a fait acconpli is fully

and persuasively supported by the record. Respondent sinmply inplenented the
change wi thout notice to or prior discussion with Conplainant.

Even nore inportantly, as the Exam ner correctly held, the Conplainant
has no obligation to bargain with Respondent over changing the status quo in
effect during a contract hiatus. Conplainant is obligated to bargain over the
sick leave increment issue for the term of the successor to the 1989-1991
contract. Respondent is entitled to try to retroactively change the existing
i ncrement structure. But during the contract hiatus, Conplainant is entitled
to enjoy the status quo and is not obligated to bargain over the |oss of
existing status quo protections. Thus, contrary to Respondent's theory,
Conpl ai nant coul d not waive status quo rights by inaction. Conpl ai nant coul d
choose to, but could not be obligated to, bargain over status quo sick |eave
i ncrenent issues. T

G ven all of the foregoing, we have affirned the Exani ner.
Dated at Madi son, Wsconsin this 27th day of July, 1993.
W SCONSI N EMPLOYMENT RELATI ONS COWM SS| ON

By A Henry Henpe /s/
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A. Henry Henpe, Chairperson

Her man Torosi an /s/
Her man Tor osi an, Conmm ssi oner

WIlliamK. Strycker /s/
WITiam Strycker, Comm ssioner
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